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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 1 1 , "date 
field" should be corrected as "data field". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 3-5, 7-9, 11-14, 16 -18 and 21 - 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over El-Demerdash et al. (US 2003/0214953) in view of 
Stoneking et al. (US 6,606,670) and further in view of Sadamori (US 5,31 1 ,172). 

(1) with regard to claims 1, 11, 16 and 21: 

El-Demerdash et al. discloses a system and method, comprising: a multiple node 
network (Controller Area Network, 200, on Fig. 6) comprising a plurality of terminal 
nodes (slave nodes, 204, 206, 208, 210 and 212, on Fig. 6), a management node 
(master node, 202, on Fig. 6) at least initially managing the terminal nodes (paragraph 
[0055]), and a bus arranged to connect the respective terminal nodes and the 
management node to one another (CAN bus; paragraph [0057]). 

El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose the terminal nodes and the management 
node communicating with one another using a respective frame that includes at least an 
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identifier field and a data field use respective frame of the system for communication 
between the terminals of the system, and at least some of the terminal nodes 
transferring a frame to the management node in which the data field contains a 
discriminative code, the management node arbitrating a contention between one or 
more of terminal nodes by comparing the identifier field of one terminal node in 
contention with the identifier filed of another terminal node in contention, and at least 
some of the terminal nodes being capable of calculating a time delay based upon at 
least a portion of the discriminative code in the date field when arbitration fails and re- 
transferring the frame to the management node after the time delay. 

Stoneking et al. teaches using a respective frame that includes at least an 
identifier field and a data field for communication between the terminals of the system 
(CAN frame, on Fig. 2A; Arbitration field of the frame is the identifier field; and the Data 
field is the data field), and arbitrating contention by comparing the identifier field of one 
terminal node in contention with the identifier filed of another terminal node in contention 
(column 5, lines 30 - 61). It would have been desirable that terminal nodes and the 
management node communicating with one another using a respective frame that 
includes at least an identifier field and a data field use respective frame of the system 
for communication between the terminals of the system, and at least some of the 
terminal nodes transferring a frame to the management node in which the data field 
contains a discriminative code, the management node arbitrating a contention between 
one or more of terminal nodes by comparing the identifier field of one terminal node in 
contention with the identifier filed of another terminal node in contention, because it 
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would make the system more efficient by enforcing priority on data traffic and 
eliminating delay on the higher priority traffic. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
tone of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the features as 
taught by Stoneking et al. in to the system of El-Demerdash et al. 

Sadomori teaches terminal nodes being capable of calculating a time delay 
based upon at least a portion of the discriminative code in the date field when arbitration 
fails and re-transferring the frame to the management node after the time delay (column 
4, lines 60 - 67; column 3, lines 35 - 39; Fig. 3). It would have been desirable to have 
the terminal nodes being capable of calculating a time delay based upon at least a 
portion of the discriminative code in the date field when arbitration fails and re- 
transferring the frame to the management node after the time delay, because it would 
make the system more efficient by preventing collision from recurring. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include the features as taught by Sadomori into the system of El-Demerdash et al. 

(2) with regard to claims 3, 14, 17: 

El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose the data field selectively comprises a 
plurality of bits corresponding to the discriminative code, and said at least some of the 
terminal nodes calculate the respective time delay using some of the bits. 

Sadomori teaches the data field selectively comprises a plurality of bits 
corresponding to a discriminative code, and said at least some of the terminal nodes 
calculate the respective time delay using some of the bits (column 4, lines 60 - 67; 
column 3, lines 35 - 39; Fig. 3; the source station number is the discriminative doe). It 
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would have been desirable that the data field selectively comprises a plurality of bits 
corresponding to a discriminative code, and said at least some of the terminal nodes 
calculate the respective time delay using some of the bits, because it would make the 
system more efficient by preventing collision from recurring. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the 
features as taught by Sadomori into the system of El-Demerdash et al. 

(3) with regard to claims 4, 18: 

El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose data field comprises a plurality of bit units, 
and said at least some of the terminal nodes selects one of the bit units at a time to 
calculate the time delay. 

Sadomori teaches the data field comprises a plurality of bit units, and said at 
least some of the terminal nodes selects one of the bit units at a time to calculate the 
time delay and the bit unit forms a byte (column 4, lines 60 - 67; column 3, lines 35 - 
39; Fig. 3; the source station number is the discriminative code; and inherently it 
comprises a plurality of bit units because it is transmitted in a frame). It would have 
been desirable that the data field comprises a plurality of bit units, and said at least 
some of the terminal nodes selects one of the bit units at a time to calculate the time 
delay, because it would make the system more efficient by preventing collision from 
recurring. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to include the features as taught by Sadomori into the system of El- 
Demerdash et al. 

(4) with regard to claim 5: 
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El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose the bit unit forms a byte. 

However, the Examiner takes Official Notice that codes like terminal addresses 
which are represented by a plurality of bytes is well known in the art. For example, IP 
address, which consists of 4 bytes. It would be desirable to use these codes because it 
would simplify the design the system as they are readily accessible and well known in 
the art. It would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use these codes in the system of El-Demerdash et al. 

(5) with regard to claim 7: 

El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose each one of the terminal nodes transfers 
the frame to the management node to obtain a network address from the management 
node. However, the Examiner takes Official Notice that it is well known in the art that in 
a bus network terminal nodes transfer frames to a management node to obtain a 
network address. An example would be a Dynamic Host Configuration Protocol 
(DHCP) management node. It would be desirable to use such feature because it would 
allow a network node to be reached by other nodes in the network without inputting 
unnecessary traffic in the network such as by flooding, and thus makes the network 
more efficient. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to include this feature in the system of El-Demerdash et al. 

(6) with regard to claim 8: 

El-Demerdash et al. discloses each one of the terminal nodes belongs to a 
component of a system (Fig. 6, network 200 is a system, every node, 202 - 212, is a 
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component of the system 200). El-Demerdash et al. however does not disclose the 
discriminative code includes a number allotted to the component. 

Sadamori teaches the discriminative code includes a number allotted to the 
component (column 4, line 66, the station number of the communication station is a 
number allotted to the communication station). It would have been desirable the 
discriminative code includes a number allotted to the component, because it would 
make the system more efficient by preventing collision from recurring. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include the features as taught by Sadomori into the system of El-Demerdash et al. 

(7) with regard to claim 9: 

El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose the number is any identifier selected from 
the group consisting of a product number, a part number, a manufacturing number and 
a manufacturer number for the component. 

However, the Examiner takes Official Notice that the number is any identifier 
selected from the group consisting of a product number, a part number, a manufacturing 
number and a manufacturer number for the component is well known in the art. For 
example, the MAC addresses. It would be desirable to use these numbers because it 
would simplify the design of the system, as they are readily accessible and well known 
in the art, and allow network communication between different components of the 
network. It would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to use these numbers in the system of El-Demerdash et al. 

(8) with regard to claim 12: 
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El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose the system is a vehicle, the component is 
a drive unit of the vehicle, and the discriminative the number is any one of a product 
number, a part number, a manufacturing number and a manufacturer number of the 
drive unit or a member related to the drive unit 

Stoneking et al. teaches a controller area network system for a vehicle and the 
component is a drive unit of the vehicle (column 4, lines 1 5 - 22). It would have been 
desirable to use an existing network system on a vehicle because it would increase the 
productivity of the system and thus raises the economic incentive for building the 
system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to use the teaching of Stoneking et al. in the system of El- 
demerdash. 

The Examiner takes Official Notice that the discriminative the number is any one 
of a product number, a part number, a manufacturing number and a manufacturer 
number of the drive unit or a member related to the drive unit is well known in the art. 
For example, the MAC addresses. It would be desirable to use these numbers because 
it would simplify the design of the system, as they are readily accessible and well known 
in the art; and allow network communication between different components of the 
network It would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use these numbers in the system of El-Demerdash et al. 

(9) with regard to claims 13 and 22: 

El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose the vehicle is a watercraft, and the drive 
unit is an outboard motor that propels the watercraft, the outboard motor has an engine 
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as the member, and the discriminative the number is any one of a product number, a 
part number, a manufacturing number and a manufacturer number of the outboard 
motor or the engine. 

The Examiner takes Official Notice that a watercraft have a controller area 
network system is well known in the art; and a drive unit of a watercraft is an outboard 
motor that propels the watercraft and the outboard motor has an engine is also well 
known in the art; and it would be desirable to use these well known technologies 
because it would simplify the design process and increase the productivity of the 
network. The discriminative the number is any one of a product number, a part number, 
a manufacturing number and a manufacturer number is also well known in the art. For 
example, the MAC addresses. It would be desirable to use these numbers such as the 
MAC addresses because it would simplify the design of the system, as they are readily 
accessible and well known in the art, and allow network communication between 
different components of the network. It would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to use these numbers in the system of El- 
Demerdash et al. 

4. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over El- 
Demerdash et al. (US 2003/0214953) in view of Stoneking et al. (US 6,606,670) and 
Sadamori (US 5,31 1 ,172) and further in view of Seconi et al. (US 5,61 9,726). 
(1) with regard to claim 2: 
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El-Demerdash et al. does not disclose at least two of the terminal nodes have 
the same identifier field as one another, and the arbitration fails when the terminal 
nodes having the same identifier field simultaneously transfers the respective frames. 

Seconi et al. teaches at least two of the terminal nodes have the same identifier 
field as one another, and the arbitration fails when the terminal nodes having the same 
identifier field simultaneously transfers the respective frames (column 8, lines 51 - 55. 
When the priority levels of two bus requests are the same, only one can be granted the 
access). It would have been desirable that the arbitration will fail when the terminal 
nodes having the same identifier field simultaneously transfers the respective frames, 
because it would prevent collision from occurring in the bus thus makes the system 
more efficient. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to include the features as taught by Seconi et al. into the 
system of El-Demerdash et al. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 6, 10, 15, 19, 20 and 23 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bo Hui A. Zhu whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1086. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur 10am-6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on (571)272-3088. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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